KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


ON ANYONYABHAVA 


« According to Vatsyayana, Gautama accepted two types of absence: 
prior absence (prag-abhdva), and posterior absence or destruction 
(dhvamsa). Much later, Vacaspati Misra I (so also Dandin) presented 
a division of absence that was accepted by the later school. According 
to him, absence is of two types: mutual absence or difference (anyonya- 
bhava), and relational absence (samsargdbhdva); and the latter is of 
three subtypes: prior absence, destruction, and constant absence (atyan- 
tabhdva). Jayanta, on the other hand, followed Gautama and Vatsyayana 
strictly and described mutual absence and constant absence as mere 
varieties of prdg-abhdva (prior absence). He also mentioned two further 
varieties of absence: apeksadbhdva and sdmarthyabhava, of which the 
former, he said, was a variety of prior absence, and the latter might 
be subsumed sometimes under prior absence and sometimes under 
destruction » 1, 

The «mutual absence» or « difference » (anyonydbhdva = bheda) 
has sometimes puzzled scholars. Here I propose to discuss the question 
in the light of some passages in Navya-nyaya literature to which, so far 
as I am aware, sufficient attention has not been given by scolars. 

Vacaspatimiégra? only enumerates the different kinds of absence; he 
does not define them. They are defined later on, by Udayana and by 
Sridhara. Sridhara « raised the interesting question of how to distinguish 
a mutual absence (anyonyadbhdva) from a constant absence (atyanta- 
bhGva) in spite of the fact that both are not temporal, i.e. are ever- 


1. B.. MatitaL, The Navya-Nydya Doctrine of Negation: The Semantics and 
Ontology of Negative Statements in Navya-nydya Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass., 
1968: Harvard Oriental Series 46), p. 108. 

2. Nydyavarttikatadtparyatikd, p. 587 (in Nydyadarganam with Vatsyadyana’s Bha- 
sya, Uddyotakara’s Varttika, Vacaspati Misra’s Tatparyatika & Visvandtha’s Vrtti, 
ed. by Taranatha Ny4ya-Tarkatirtha and Amarendramohana Tarkatirtha, Calcutta, 
1936: Calcutta Sanskrit Series XVIII), 
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present (nitya or sadatana). In a. constant. _ absence what we deny is in 
some way imaginary (asat), because it never occurs in the locus of 
denial but is imagined to do so, whereas a mutual absence is a denial 
of the identity of two real objects » 3, 


From Udayana onwards, anyonyabhava is defined as that absence 
the counterpositive-ness to which is delimited pay the relation of essen- 
--tial-identity- (ta@datmya)-4- ~ A ~ 


Matilal 5 writes: « But identity as a relation becomes more important 
to Nyaya when it tries to explain what it calls mutual absence (anyonyd- 
bhava) or difference (bheday. Difference or otherness is exemplified in 
denials such as ’’A pot is not a cloth”. Nyaya explains that in such 
expressions a cloth, called the counterpositivie (pratiyogin), is declared 
not to be related to a pot by identity (cf. ” tadatmya-sambandhdavac- 
chinna-pratiyogitakabhavah anyonyabhavah"’). This comes from the com- 
monsense notion that otherness is but a denial of identity. Nyaya ex- 
plains this as denial that an entitiy is rélated by identity to something » 


This point was made sufficiently clear by the old writers. Thus 
Samkaramiéra, in his Upaskara on Vaisesikasitra IX, 1, 4, writes: 
yatra sad eva ghatadi asad iti vyavahriyate tatra tadatmyabhavah pra- 
tiyate. ‘bhavati hi asann asvo gavatmanda, asan gaur asvatmand, asan 
pato ghatatmand, aghatah patah, anagvo gauh, agaur asva ityadipratitih. 
tad asyam asvanyonyabhdvavan gauh patanyonyabhavavain ghata ity 
anyonydbhava eva tadadtmyabhavaparanama bhasate. tad atra tadatmyam 
pratiyogitavacchedakam ®, « Where a pot etc., being existent, is spoken 
of as non-existent, there we have the cognition of an absence of identity. 
We have, indeed ,the cognitions: "a horse is non-existent as a cow’ 

” a cow is non-existent as 8 horse”, ” a cloth is non-existent as a pot”, ” 
"a cloth is a non-pot”, "a cow is a non-horse”, ”a horse is a non- 
cow”, and so on. Now what appears in these cognitions is mutual 
absence, whose other name is absence of identity (tadatmyabhava), and 


3. MAtILaL, op. cit., p. 101 - itaretarabhdadva evatyantabhdva iti ced aho rdjamdarga 
eva bhramah, itaretarabhavo hi svariipasiddhayor eva gavdsvayor itaretaradtmatdpra- 
tisedhah, atyant@bhdve. tu sarvthad asadbhitasyaiva buddhdy Gropitasya desakalana- 
vacchinnah pratisedhah, yatha satpadarthebhyo nanyat prameyam astisti, yadi catyan- 
tébhdvo nesyate sad eva padartha ity ayam niyamo durghatah syat, Nyayakandali, 
p. 230 (The Bhasya of Prasastapada together with the Nyayakandali of Sridhara, ed. 
by Vindhyesvariprasada Dvivedin, Benares, 1895: Vizianagram Sanskrit Series No. 6). 

4, anyonydbhavatvam tdddtmyasambandhadvacchinnapratiyogitakabhavatvam, Vi- 
Svanatha, Nydyasiddhdntamuktdvali on Bhdsdpariccheda (= KédrikGvali) 12. - Cf, 
UDAYANA, Kirandavali, p. 220 (Prasastapddabhdsyam with the Commentary Kiranavali, 
ed: by Jtendra S. Jetly, Baroda, oii Gaekwad’s Oriental Series No. Ms and Laksa- , 
navali, § 105 (ibid., p. 283). : ; 


vias Op. cit., pp. 46-47. 


6. The Vaisesika Dargana with the Commentaries of Sarikara Misra and Jayanéa- 
rdyana T' ‘arkapaficanana, ed. by Pandita Jayanarayana Tarkapenenannn, calealia, 1861 
(Bibliotheca Indica), pp. 376-377. 
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which assumes the forms: a cow has te mutual absence of a horse”, 
"a pot has the mutual absence of a cloth”. Therefore, identity (tadat- 
mya) is here the delimitor of the counterpositive-ness ». 


But the word tadatmya « identity » raises an interesting problem’. 
Since the « identity » (tdddtmya) of an « object having contact » (samyo- 
gin) is nothing but «contact» (samyoga), this definition of mutual 
absence includes also the «constant absence» (datyantabhdva) of an 
« object having contact », the counterpositive-ness to which absence is 
delimited by the contact relation. The definition thus suffers from the 
technical defect of « overpervasion » (ativydapti). This problem was raised 
and solved by the Dinakari commentary on the Siddhdntamuktavalt 
passage quoted above, but a full discussion of it is found only in the 
Radmarudri commentar on the Dinakari®. Here is what: the Dinakari 


states: tadatmyatvena tadatmydvacchinnatvam pratiyogitayam vivaksi- 


tam. tena samyogavacchinnapratiyogitake samyogyatyantabhave nativydap- 
ti « What is meant is that the counterpositive-ness is delimited by iden- 
tity as identity. Thus there is no overpervasion [of the definition of 
mutual absence] to include the constant absence of an object having 


contact, the counterpositive-ness to which absence is delimited by con-, 


tact ». This terse expression of the problem and its solution have been 
made fully explicit by the Radmarudri commentary as follows®: taddt- 
myam tadgato ’sddharanadharmah. tadadtmyatvena tadatmyavacchinnat- 
vavivaksayah phalam aha: teneti, samyogyatyantabhava iti. samyogitadat- 
myasya samyogaripatayad samyogasambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakda- 
tyantabhave yathasrute ’tivyaiptih. idanim tu tadatmyatvavacchinna ta- 
datmyanistha ya samsargavidhayavacchedakata tanniriipakapratiyogi- 
tadkatvalabhena atyantabhaviyasamyoganisthapratiyogitavacchedakatayah 
samyogatvenaivavacchinnatvat nativyaptir iti bhavah. yady api samyogi- 
taddimyasya samyogariipatvena tattadadtmyatvam api samyogatvam evety 
ativydptinirdso durghata eva, tathapi samsargatavacchedakam tdadat- 
myatvam na samyogatvadiriipam kim tu samyogyddivrityasddharana- 


dharmatvam eva. ato 'tyantabhaviyapratiyogitayam samyogasya saryo- 


gatvenaivavacchedakatvat asidhadranadharmatvendvacchedakatvavirahan 
na tatrativyaptih. bhedapratiyogitavacchedakasamsargasyaiva asadhara- 
nadharmatvena bhanaibhyupagamat; anyathadtyantabhadvanyonyabhdavayor 
bhedasambhavad iti bhavah «" Identity ”” means the uncommon property 


7. Kartu H. Porrer, The Padarthatattvaniriipanam of Raghundtha Siromani (Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1957: Harvard-Yenching Institute Studies XVID, p. 41, and n. 24. 

8. Nydyasiddhantamuktavali of Vigvandtha Paficanana Bhattdcarya with Dinakari 
(Prakdga) Commentary by Mahddeva Bhatta & Dinakara Bhatta and Ramarudri 
(Tarangini) Commentary by Radmarudra Bhattacarya & Pt, Rajesvara Sdstri, ed. by 
Pt. Harirama Sukla Sastri, Varanasi, 1972 (Kashi Sanskrit Series 6), pp. 71-72. See also 
Srikantha Diksita on Janakinatha, Nydyasiddhantamafijari, ed. by Gaurinatha Sastri, 
Bnares, Samvat 1941, p. 54. 

9. Similarly Srikantha Diksita, loc, cit, 
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residing in a certain objet. [The author of the Dinakari] explains with 
what end in view it is meant that [the counterpositive-ness] is delimited 
by identity as identity... Since the identity of an object having contact 
is identical with contact, there follows an overpervasion [of the defini- 
tion of mutual absence] to include the constant absence the counter- 
positive-ness to which is delimited by the contact relation — if we adopt 


the usual meaning of the word. But now is obtained the property of —_s_ 





“having a counterpositive-ness describing 10 the property of being a deli- 
mitor as a relation, which resides in identity and is delimited by identity- 
ness. There is, therefore, no overpervasion, because the property of being 
the delimitor of the counterpositive-ness to the constant absence, which 
resides in contact, is delimited only by contact-ness. That is the idea. 
Although the overpervasion is hard to avoid because the identity of an 
obect having contact being identical with contact, its identity-ness also 
is nothing but contact-ness, still the identity-ness which is the delimitor 
of the property of being a relation is not identical with contact-ness 
etc., but is only the property of being an uncommon property residing 
in an object having contact etc. Thus it is as contact that contact is the 
delimitor of the counterpositive-ness to the constant absence, it is not 
its delimitor as an uncommon property. There is therefore no overper- 
vasion there. It is indeed only of the relation delimiting the counter- 
positive-ness to a difference that is admitted the appearance as an 
uncommon property; otherwise, there would be no difference between 
a constant absence and a mutual absence. That is the idea ». 


To avoid all ambiguity, the Navya-naiyayikas. while talking about 
mutual absence or difference, express themselves as follows: A mutual 
absence or difference is an absence the counterpositive-ness to which 
is delimited, as a relation, by identity". But this definition, too, is not — 
always adhered to. Jagadiga records two alternative definitions of 
bhedatva: as anuyogitdvisesa «a partcular kind of subjunctness », and 
as akhandopadhi « an unanalysable imposed property » ”. Jagadiga also 
informs us that according to Raghunatha, in the Bauddhadhikaratippani, 
i.e. commentary on the Atmatattvaviveka of Udayanacarya, there is no. 
proof (manabhava) in favour of the view that the counterpositive-ness 
to a mutual absence is delimited by the identity relation. The argu- 


10. niriipaka: cf. Dante. H. H. INGALLS, Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya 
Logic (Cambridge, Mass., 1951: Harvard Oriental Series 40), p. 46. 

ll. bhedatvam ca samsargavidhayaé taédatmydvacchinnapratiyogitakabhdavatvam, 
Siddhdantalaksana-Jagadisi, p. 108 (The Siddhdntalaksana of M.M. Garigesopadliyadya 
with the Commentaries Didhiti, Jagadisi, Vivrti, Dipika and Kaligankari by Raghu- 
ndtha Siromani, Jagadisa Tarkdlankara, Vamdcarana BhattacGrya, Gurtuprasdda Sastri 
and Kalisankara Bhattdcarya, ed. by Guruprasada Sastri, Benares, 1933). 

12. Ibid., pp. 108-109. 


13. nanu taddtmyena gavadeh sadhyatayam sdsnddaéy avyaptis tatra sidhanavan- 
nisthanyonyabhavapratiyogitayah sddhyatavacchedakataddatmyasambandhavacchinatve 
mandbhavasya svayam eva Bauddhddhikdratippanyaém uktatvat, ibid., pp. 156-157. . 
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ments on which Raghunatha bases his opinion are not known to any 
of the pandits I have been able to consult. They give their own argu- 
ments (which vary from one pandit to another) saying that these must 
also be the arguments of Raghunatha “! A final decision on this question 
must, evidently, depend on a thorough examination of the Bauddhda- 
dhikaratippani itself. But that I have to reserve for another occasion. 


14, Cf. Srikantha Diksita, loc. cit. (cf. Ny@yakoSa, s.v. anyonyabhdava: 3rd edition, 
pp. 44-45): atra dhvamsapragabhavayor ivanyonyadbhavasya pratiyogitavacchedaka- 
sambandhe mandbhavah. na catyantabhdvasyapi tathastv iti vacyamn, saryogasam- 
bandhdvacchinnaghatatyantabhdvavattajfiadne saty api samavdyddisambandhena ghata- 
vattdjiidnodayat samyogasambandhdvacchinnaghatanisthaprakdratGsdlijndnam prati 
samyogasambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakaghatabhavaprakdrakajfianatvena pratiban- 
dhakatvadd atyantabhdvasya  pratiyogitavacchedakasambandhavasyakatvat, anyo- 
nyabhdvasya ca nadndsambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakatvabhavena samavdyena gha- 
tatvavattajiidnam prati ghatdnyonnydbhdadvavattajndnatvenaiva pratibandhakatayanyo- 
nyabhdavasya tathandvasyakatvad ity akhandopadhiriipatvam eva tasya samyak... This 
was also the interpretation given to me by my guru, Panditaraja Badrinath Sukla of 
the Varanaseya-Samskrta-Visvavidyalaya. According to this interpretation, therefore, it 
is simply unneccessary, in the case of a mutual absence (as also in the cases of « de- 
struction », dhvamisa, and of «prior absence », prdgabhdva), to assume a relation 
delimiting the counterpositive-ness, because it cannot be delimited by different re- 
lations; whereas it is necessary to do so in the case of a constant absence, the 
counterpositive-ness to which can be delimited by different relations. According to 
others, however, Raghunatha’s point is that the identity relation, being a «non- 
occurrence-exacting » (vrttyaniydmaka) relation, cannot be the delimitor of a coun- 
terpositive-ness. This view is also echoed by such a great authority as the late 
Mahamahopadhyaya Kalipada Tarkacarya, in his lectures delivered at the Varana- 
seya-Samskrta-Vigvavidyalaya in 1964, lectures which have been published by the 
same institution under the title Nydyadarsanabinduh (Samvat 2021): anye tu Vydpti- 
siddhdntalaksanagranthe Jagadigasya « sddhanavannisthanyonyabhavapratiyogitayah 
sddhyatavacchedakatadatmyasambandhavacchinnatve mdandbhdvasya svayam eva 
Bauddhddhikaratippanyam uktatvat» ityddigranthapramdadnyena tdddtmyasamban- 
dhasyadpi na pratiogitavacchedakasambandhatvam iti vadanti. tadatmyasambandhda- 
vacchinnapratiyogitakabhadvatvam anyonyadbhdvatvam ity anyonydadbhdvalaksanam 
upeksamands ca te bhedatvariipam akhaandopddhim eva tallaksanam abhyupagac- 
chanti. vayam tu bahusammatatvddigunena taddtmyasambandhasya vrttyaniyama- 
katve 'pi tasya bhediyapratiyogitdvacchedakasamsargatvam urarikurmah (p. 21). From 
Jagadiga's text it is hard to decide which view is the correct one. Thus, after the 
sentence quoted above (and quoted by Kalipada Tarkacarya), he adds; evam dhani 
Caitratvad ityddau vrttyaniyamakasvamitvddi-sambandhena dhanddeh sddhyatadyaém 
api tddrsasambandhavacchinnapratiyogitvadprasiddheh. Vamacarana, Bhattacarya, in 
his Vivrti (the Gariga commentary by Sivadatta Misra is not available to me at this 
moment), simply states (p. 157): anyonyabhdavatvasyakhandopadhitvdd ity asayah. 

Note also that Rajanadrayana Sukla, in his notes to the Pariskdradarpana by 
his father Venimadhava Sukla (Benares 1934), p. 143, speaking of the problem di- 
scussed above, writes: bhedatvam ca anuyogitdvisesadharma eva na tu tdddtimya- 
sambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakabhavatvam, samyogasya sarmiyogitadatmydadbhinna- 
tayd samyogasambandhdavacchinnapratiyogitakasamyogyatyantabhave ’tivydptydpatteh 
- On anttyogitad in this context cf. NydyakoSa, s.v. 2: abhdvatvadtmikd: yathad ghato 
ndstiti pratitivisaye abhdve ghatanisthapratiyogitaniriipitanuyogitd, iyam api svarit- 
pasambandhavigesa eveti kecin naiydyikd vadanti, akhandopddhir ity anye vadanti. 
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